Dear Editor,

I am disappointed with Ed Welch's article regarding SCORM ( http://www.onlinelearningmag.com/onlinelearning/search/search_display.jsp?vnucontent_id=1526769) 

in which I am quoted several times.  The quotes he attributes to me

are, at a minimum, taken out of context and frankly look as if individual 

words and small phrases have been pieced together from bits of a single phone 

interview conducted months ago and given a decidedly negative spin.  I only 

hope that when people read the hyperbole of the opening paragraph they will 

realize Mr. Welch was misguidedly trying to portray an antagonistic relationship 

between myself (and by association, the IMS) and the ADL to make the article 

more sensational than a merely factual account of eLearning standards could 

ever hope to be.  Such an antagonistic relationship simply does not exist.

As I tried to stress to Mr. Welch during the phone interview, the fact 

that neither the IMS or ADL is entirely focused on the most 

instructionally relevant parts of online learning should not diminish 

the importance of having specifications available now that promote a 

basic level of interoperability.  The point that every system 

infrastructure with data "pipes" can carry "spring water or sewage" does 

not negate the need for those pipes.  Only after such infrastructure is 

complete, can the more complex problems regarding online instruction be 

addressed.  I believe the people at the ADL have been as anxious to move 

onto this phase as I have.  This would explain why the ADL currently 

co-leads an IMS working group specifying instructional sequences and why 

I assist another IMS working group creating a learning design 

specification.

You must also understand that the following sentence attributed to me 

"The interoperability that they are promoting is just plumbing, and they 

don't care what goes into the pipes." left out all sorts of context 

about when the right time might be to focus on the issues beyond 

infrastructure. Every "they" in the previous sentence should be 

understood to mean "we".  It is IMS specifications that enable parts of 

the SCORM so it is those IMS specifications that largely ignore how the 

"pipes" are used.  This is by design.  Certainly you must understand how 

the protocols at the foundation of the Internet had to be completed 

without regard for what would be published using them - "spring water or 

sewage".

I suppose I should have asked to see some version of this article before 

it was printed.  I'll chalk that up as a lesson learned. I hope my 

colleagues at the ADL will forward this message as a companion to your 

article to anyone they know who is confused by the misguided, negative 

tone of the article.  I had hoped that Mr. Welch would understand I'm as 

responsible for the lack of instructional focus in current eLearning 

specifications as the next person.  Again, that initial lack of focus 

was by design. Infrastructure specifications first, instructional 

applications that utilize them later.  I did not suspect a bit of 

constructive self-criticism would be spun into any sort of "we versus 

them" battle.  The eLearning standards community is quite small and we 

all understand we are in it together.  After investing nearly four years 

in eLearning standards development and gladly continuing with standards 

work along side the ADL, IEEE and other groups, I hardly qualify as a 

"major voice of dissent" as Mr. Welch portrayed.  I hope this response 

to your article makes that point clear.

Sincerely,

Thor Anderson
